Article abstract
Oedipus the King: A Greek Tragedy, Philosophy, Politics and Philology -This study tries to show that the abundance of translations, imitations and radical re-interpretations of a genre like tragedy is due to various social discourses of target societies. Taking as an example Sophocles' Oedipus the King, the acclaimed tragedy par excellence, this essay discusses how the discourses of philosophy, politics and philology influenced the reception of this classical Greek tragedy by the French and British target systems (TSs) during the late 17th and early 18th century and the late 19th and early 20th century. The first section shows how, by offering Sophocles' Oedipus the King as a Greek model of tragedy, Aristotle's Poetics has formed the Western literary criticism and playwriting. The second section attempts to demonstrate why three imitations of Oedipus by Corneille (Oedipe), Dryden {Oedipus) and Voltaire {Oedipe) became more popular than any other contemporary "real" translation of the Sophoclean Oedipus. The third and final part holds that the observed revival of Oedipus the King in late 19th-and early 20th-century France and England was due to the different degrees of influence of three conflicting but overlapping discourses: philosophy, philology and politics. It illustrates how these discourses resulted in different reception of the Greek play by the French and British TSs.
Introduction
How is it that Sophocles' Oedipus the King has been translated and re-interpreted over and over again? This essay will venture to answer this question by examining the relation of the very "canonical" genre of tragedy to discourses of philosophy, politics and philology. In the first section, we shall summarize Aristotle's Poetics and discuss how this treatise on tragedy, a philosophical discourse and a critical canon in itself, has offered a Greek model The second section will try to show how Aristotelian tradition evolved into Neoclassicism and which discourses were involved in that development. We shall also demonstrate how contemporary politics and politics of literary criticism and of theatrical performance were intertwined in the making of three "imitations" of Oedipus by Corneille, Dryden and Voltaire, and why these neoclassical versions became more popular than any other contemporary "real" translation of Sophocles' Oedipus the King.
In the third and largest part of this study, we shall propose that the revival of Greek tragedy in general and of Oedipus the King in particular in late 19th-and early 20th-century Europe was due to three conflicting but overlapping discourses: philosophy, philology and politics. Choosing only the French and British target systems (TSs) from the wider European polysystem, we shall compare the different degrees of influence of these discourses upon some French and British versions and translations of Oedipus the King and, eventually, discuss the difference in perception and reception of this tragedy by these systems.
Aristotle's Poetics
Aristotle's Poetics has been the foundation for practically all discussions of tragedy since the 16th century and has exerted incalculable influence on Western playwriting and critical theory. In this section, we shall start with a brief summary of this critical work and then discuss which aspects of The Poetics related to Sophocles' Oedipus the King either became the springboard for the neoclassical versions of Oedipus, or, having been radically re-interpreted by Friedrich Nietzsche, pushed translators, producers and creative writers in a different direction.
The extant Poetics now consists of 26 chapters that we shall divide into five sections: chapters 1-5,6-22,23-24,25 and 26.
In the first and introductory section (chs. 1-5), Aristotle deals briefly with the psychological and historical origins of poetry and gives a concise account of the development of tragedy; he also proposes to discuss epic, tragedy and comedy as the main kinds of poetry, defining them as forms of imitation (mimesis). 2 In the second section (chs. 6-22), Aristotle gives his much-discussed definition of tragedy, and then proceeds to analyze and discuss the structure and the emotional effect of this genre. In the third section (chs. 23-24), Aristotle deals with epic poetry and the principles of its construction, what it has in common with tragedy, and wherein the two differ. The fourth section (chapter 25) is a long section on problems and solutions and is of particular importance, because it contains the fullest Aristotelian view of what is expected of a poet; it also includes his defence of poetry. In the last section of this treatise (ch. 26), Aristotle is concerned with the relative excellence of epic and tragedy. Comparing these two genres, he argues that, although Homer is the greatest poet, tragedy in the hands of Sophocles, as it is manifested in Oedipus the King, becomes superior to epic as artistic genre. Aristotle holds this position because he believes that Oedipus the King has the best plot and sets an example to follow.
One of the most important elements of The Poetics is the plot (mythos) which, according to Aristotle, is the heart of a tragedy, and everything revolves around it. At this point of our discussion, we need to understand how Aristotle uses this term in his Poetics. He takes over the word as used for a "legend," a "story" or a "myth," and in the course of the discussion, he sharpens and defines it to the point of becoming a technical term which is usually translated as "plot." A distinction between these two denotations of mythos in The Poetics is of crucial importance, because it shows, as we shall discuss later, first, the degree of influence of this critical work and Aristotle's discussion of Sophocles' Oedipus the King upon the neoclassical versions of Oedipus, and, second, how Nietzsche's re-interpretation of this
2.
The different interpretations of the Aristotelian notion of mimesis go beyond the scope of this study.
term led to new versions of the Oedipus myth in the late 19th and early 20th century.
Furthermore, in The Poetics, the word mythos, when interpreted as "plot," is inseparable from the character and action and closely related to such notions as probability, necessity and credibility. The plot is also connected to concepts such as hamartia, an error in judgement which derives from ignorance of some material fact or circumstance, reversal (peripeteia) 3 and discovery or recognition (anagnorisis).
The Neoclassical Tradition
It is not possible to jump directly from Aristotle's Poetics and his discussion of the plot and Sophocles' Oedipus the King to the neoclassical versions of this tragedy without considering the Renaissance and the unchallenged reputation Oedipus has enjoyed since then. Although the development of Greek tragedy into its Humanist counterpart goes beyond the scope of this paper, it is worth mentioning that during the Renaissance Oedipus was considered as the Greek tragedy par excellence. This reputation, however, originated less in the recognition of the play's excellence than in the prominence of the play in Aristotle's Poetics. His references to Oedipus the King, as an outstanding example of a well-structured play, encouraged the interpretation that he had derived the rules of a genre like tragedy primarily from this Sophoclean tragedy. Although in his Poetics Aristotle also refers to a number of other plays no longer extant, it was Renaissance writers who believed and bestowed on Oedipus the King the same canonical status as they had given to Poetics. It is also significant that the reputation Oedipus enjoyed as the tragedy
3.
Peripeteia should not be interpreted simply as "reversal of fortune," as it is usually the case, but rather either as "reversal of intention," when it is seen from the character's perspective, or as a "reversal of the direction of action" when it is viewed from the angle of the spectator or reader. For the sake of simplicity, I render peripeteia into the all-inclusive term "reversal." par excellence during the Renaissance was a matter of prestige rather than a thematically oriented response to the subject of the play.
Interestingly enough, with the evolution of neoclassical dramaturgy and the fading of a subject-centered response to tragedy, the prestige of Oedipus increased even further. But the more this play was cherished as the paradigm of the Aristotelian rules, the more some neoclassical writers reacted against it. It was not surprising, then, that playwrights like Corneille and Voltaire in France and to a lesser degree Dryden in England, approached Oedipus with a critical eye on their own works and tried to improve on those aspects of this tragedy that, as they believed, did not quite follow the premises of Aristotle's Poetics. Although they agreed with Aristotle on the governing principles of the plot, Corneille, Dryden and Voltaire all disagreed with his stance that Sophocles' Oedipus the King has the best plot. They considered that there were too many flaws in Oedipus' character and improbabilities in his discovery (anagnorisis) of the truth. Furthermore, they found the plot of Oedipus itself meagre and insufficient to furnish them with enough substance for their versions. Therefore, in order to attract their contemporary theatrical audience, Corneille, Dryden and Voltaire all introduced a sub-plot of secondary persons in their versions, with the consequences that some of these secondary characters became as important as Oedipus.
Corneille's OEdipe
After an interval which followed the unfavourable reception of his Pertharite in 1653, Corneille re-entered the Parisian theatrical lists with OEdipe in 1659. Fouquet had given Corneille three topics from which to choose and write a play; Corneille chose Oedipus and soon became aware of the difficulties he had to face in "imitating" Sophocles' tragedy. If his play were to earn him an immediate success, he had to follow the tastes of the day. Keen as usual, Corneille had already realized that the topic, perfect for 5th-century Athens, had many aspects that would not be accepted by his 17th century-French audience. For example, Oedipus' blinding would "soulever la délicatesse de [nos] dames" (Corneille, 1987, p. 18 At this point, a brief summary of Dryden and Lee's Oedipus is necessary in order to understand how Sophocles' Oedipus the King was transformed into a Jacobean tragedy by these two playwrights. When the play opens, Oedipus is absent from Thebes engaged in war with Argos; meanwhile Creon is laying plots against his throne. When Oedipus returns, he brings the captive Adrastus, whom he chivalrously sets free to woo Eurydice. From this point on, the play follows the general lines of Sophocles, so far as the discovery (anagnorisis) is concerned. The main difference between Sophocles and Dryden's Oedipus is that in the latter Oedipus is denounced not by Teiresias but, as in Seneca, by the ghost -which Dryden, unlike Seneca, brings on the stage. Moreover, the tragic climax is reached with the death of Eurydice, who is stabbed by Creon. After Creon has stabbed Eurydice, a massacre occurs. Creon and Adrastus kill each other; then Jocasta slays herself and her children and, finally, Oedipus throws himself from the palace walls. Although Dryden had never intended to divide our sympathy between the fate of Eurydice and Oedipus, his Oedipus does exactly that. It also involves feelings such as loathing for the villainy of Creon, and disgust at the wholesale butchery of the end. To understand, however, all the drastic modifications in this English version of Oedipus, we need to contextualize this play, first, in Dryden's literary criticism and theory of translation and, second, in its own culture.
As noted earlier, Oedipus was Dryden's response to his long critical debate with Rymer about "Ancients and Moderns," and the former's efforts to shorten the aesthetic distance that the latter had set between the Jacobean and Athenian dramatists. By making an English version of antiquity's masterpiece, like Oedipus the King, Dryden tried to prove to Rymer that there was a continuing dramatic tradition from Ancients to Moderns, and introduced a sub-plot to improve upon the "ancient method" In the "Preface" to Oedipus, Dryden claims that the sub-plot justifies its presence on the basis of "Custom" alone (Dryden, 1984, p. 116 ).
This phrasing in itself is very intriguing because it has converged
with what has become very clear from the rest of Dryden's published and unpublished remarks: that he was not concerned with producing something conformable to "the spirit of Greek tragedy" but rather something closer to the "English Genius." Had he written Oedipus according to "the spirit of Greek tragedy," such a play would have been a paraphrase.
10 Although Dryden's Oedipus has paraphrastic moments in several scenes, it is rather an imitation, or the "Endeavour of a later Poet to write like one who has written before him on the same Subject: that is, not to Translate his words, or to be Confin'd to his Sense, but only to set him as a Pattern, and to write, as he supposes, that Authour would have done, had he liv'd in our Age, and in our Country" (Dryden, 1956 This Jacobean version of Oedipus was popular for almost a century for it was performed and published several times (Dryden 1984 , pp. 446-447). Its last recorded performance occurred in January 1755 but "the audience were unable to support it to an end; the boxes being all emptied before the third act was concluded. Among all our English plays, there is none more determinedly bloody than "OEdipus," in its progress and conclusion" (Dryden, public changed can also be seen in the brief note preceding the text in the 1791 edition of the Oedipus when it was published in the series Bell's British Theatre. That note assured the reader that Oedipus "seldom makes its appearance upon the modern stage, and is hasting, with all its mythological brethren, to that repose, which only solitary curiosity disturbs in the silent though classic ground to the library" (Dryden, 1984, p. 447 ).
The OEdipe by Voltaire
When Voltaire wrote OEdipe, his own tragedy and his first work at the age of nineteen, he had been well-acquainted with Sophocle's Oedipus the King, Seneca's Oedipus, and Corneille's OEdipe. He had studied Aristotle's Poetics, and known the tragic theories of his time, in particular those by Dacier. Nonetheless, he decided to write his own Oedipus because he was not satisfied with the other models. In his "Third Letter on OEdipe," Voltaire admitted that this Greek tragedy did not satisfy 18th-century French standards because it provided material for one or two scenes only, never for a whole tragedy (Voltaire, 1967, pp. 18-28) . It becomes evident from this letter that indeed Voltaire approached the Sophoclean model to point out, and, eventually, to rectify its considerable number of contradictions and vain declamations (Voltaire, 1967, pp. 26-28) .
Nevertheless, and in spite of his criticism of Corneille's OEdipe, 11 Voltaire has in many respects followed him. He introduces a love plot, this time between Jocasta and Philoctetes, because, as he claims, the Parisian actors had threatened him that they would not perform an OEdipe without love in it! 12 Then in the first three acts of the play Oedipus can hardly be said to be at the centre of the action. These acts turn almost entirely around Jocasta and her lover, Philoctetes, who after the death of his friend Hercules has come back to Thebes to see her. For Voltaire, 11. «The Fourth Letter», Voltaire, 1967, pp. 28-35. 12.
Voltaire's letter to the Jesuit father Charles Porée on 7 January 1731 (Voltaire, 1963, pp. 235-237 Having accused Sophocles of revealing the outcome of the tragedy right from the beginning in Teiresias' prophesy to Oedipus, Voltaire re-arranges the plot of his own version so that the dramatic tension is maintained until the end. For this reason, Voltaire argues that the discovery in his own version takes place in two stages, as it does in Corneille's OEdipe. Sophocles, Voltaire says, has forgotten that Laius' murder is the first theme of the inquiry, and that the murderer's presence in Thebes is the reason for the plague. After the opening scenes, Sophocles, Voltaire claims, never mentions the plague again, nor is Oedipus explicitly proved to be the murderer of Laius and thus responsible for the suffering of his people; instead Sophocles' emphasis is on Oedipus' self-knowledge (Voltaire, 1967, pp. 18-28) . Therefore, and in contrast with Sophocles, Voltaire shows his hero beginning his criminal investigation immediately upon receiving the High Priest's report. When he learns from Jocasta that Phorbas, the equivalent of the shepherd, is still alive, Oedipus asks that he be summoned. Later on, when he understands that he has killed the former king, he is ready to sacrifice himself for his people. He is on the point of leaving for exile when the Corinthian messenger arrives, and the second stage of discovery (anagnorisis) occurs. The play ends with Jocasta stabbing herself after Oedipus' blinding has been announced.
By writing a new Oedipus, the young Voltaire not only tried to improve on his predecessors but also found the opportunity to express some of his political ideas. There is no doubt that some statements like Philoctetes': Un roi pour ses sujets est un dieu qu'on révère; Pour Hercule et pour moi, c'est un homme ordinaire (H, 4; p. 78), were highly controversial in a play performed at the time of the Regency. Yet, it is upon the character of Oedipus that Voltaire's political discourse is concentrated. Unlike his Corneillian counterpart, Voltaire's Oedipus is not an absolute king. He is the "ideal" of an enlightened king ("un monarque éclairé"), 13 who acts like a chief magistrate rationally and conscientiously in the examination of evidence. He proceeds rationally and speedily. The mere inability to procure Phorbas on the spot delays the recognition (anagnorisis). Voltaire does not make use of the ambiguity concerning the number of murderers, and Phorbas, who enters immediately following the scene between Oedipus and Jocasta, can only confirm that Oedipus is indeed the murderer of Laius. The act concludes with Oedipus resolution to leave Thebes for ever.
By making Oedipus formally conclude his investigation of the murder of Laius, Voltaire may have achieved "vraisemblance" in the portrayal of an enlightened king but has lost the effect of the Sophoclean irony. His drama is no longer that of truth and self-knowledge but merely an example of good judicial procedure. Consequently, Voltaire's fifth act with its revelation of Oedipus' identity appears rather as a mere appendix to a successfully concluded investigation and is distinctly anticlimactic.
13.
Considering that Voltaire is one of the most important representatives of Enlightment, the delineation of his Oedipus carries out traces both of his personal beliefs and the change of attitudes in pre-revolutionary France. was also taken over in drama and became characteristic of the French and German re-interpretations of the Sphinx in the Oedipus myth. But these theories on mythology were closely related to philosophy, a discourse that played a crucial role in the revival of Greek tragedy during that period, and to the philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900), whose works and philosophical concepts had a great impact on many writers in and outside Germany in the two decades before and after 1900.
As a result of this revived interest, three distinct attitudes toward Oedipus the King can be discerned in the wider European context during that period. First, some classical philologists, mainly in England and Germany, translated Oedipus aiming primarily at a scientific reconstruction of the past. Second, some others, fascinated by contemporary theories on mythology and tragedy, translated Oedipus in verse to make this tragedy more accessible to an average non-Greek public. Third, there was a more subjective attitude that can also be perceived as a truly original approach to the myth and the character of Oedipus. Parallel to these tendencies towards Oedipus in Paris, there was a movement towards a revival of Greek tragedy in southern France, which was initiated by creative writers, poets and classical scholars. In the Greek theatre of Orange many productions of Greek plays were organized in an effort to revive the interest of the provincial French public in ancient Greek drama. Yet, the texts used in these performances were free adaptations rather than translations of various Greek tragedies. 18 It would not be an overstatement to claim that Mounet-Sully's performance of Oedipus might have been the springboard for the co-ordinated effort of English classical scholars, performers and critics to overturn the censorshsip of Oedipus in Great Britain. In like manner, not having said much about the translation, German scholars and critics were impressed by Mounet-Sully's performance; they applauded the seriousness of his performance as opposed to the vulgarity of vaudeville and the dreary Naturalist drama of the time (Kindermann, 1970, pp. 128-129 (Péladan, 1905, p. 73) . Interestingly enough, Mounet-Sully's successful performances helped the fortunes of LaCroix's translation in the French TS itself. It seems that this translation became so popular, after it was first performed by Mounet-Sully in 1881, that it was published twice as often as it had been published before. More specifically, while LaCroix's translation was printed only four times from the time of its first publication (1858) to 1874, it was printed at least eight times from the time of its first performance by Mounet-Sully (1881) 21 Péladan's Sphinx acquires great importance, for in this play we encounter the first treatment of the Sphinx in this century. Described as "Cette panthère au visage, aux mamelles de femme / et dont l'intelligence confond celle de l'homme" (II, 5; p. 29), the Sphinx lives in a high rocky cave with bones of victims scattered all around. All the stress of the third act is primarily on the discussion between Oedipus and the Sphinx, which is dominated by the articulation of four enigmas. The first one is the traditional riddle to which the answer is "man," and which Oedipus has no problem in solving it (III, 2; p. 54). The second one is the Sphinx itself and the secret is to resist her horror: 
LE SPHINX

Jebb's The Oedipus Tyrannus: A Philological Discourse
As noted earlier, Jebb had his first edition of The Oedipus Tyrannus published in 1883. It was, however, the 1893 edition 27 and its subsequent reprints that became really popular on both sides of the Atlantic. The significance of that edition lies in that it is a painstaking, meticulous philological translation in which the order of the Greek clauses and the smallest particles are carefully reproduced. The translator's introduction, translation, extensive footnotes, commentaries and appendices reveal the spirit of his period for us. Many factors such as important archaeological excavations, the development of philology as a science, and modes of literary criticism, had combined to encourage Jebb, among other classical scholars, to approach a theatre text such as Oedipus the King as a philological document. The result was a scholarly approach demanding a strict scientific analysis and presentation of his material. It was designed primarily for bilingual readers, i.e. for English-speaking scholars and students of Classics with sufficient knowledge of Greek to read the original, compare it with the juxtaposed translation in prose, and benefit from the critical notes and commentaries. Then the primary function of that translation was to be faithful to and elucidate the source text (ST).
Although Jebb's The Oedipus Tyrannus is a literal and scholarly translation, it occupies a special position in the two already differentiated but interacting British and North American TSs for two reasons. First, and in contrast with the current assumption that a literal translation cannot be performed, the dialogues of Jebb's prose translation were used for performances in Cambridge in 1887 and in 1912 (Jebb, 1887a and . Second, if contextualized within the official British disposition towards this Sophoclean tragedy, 28 these performances of Jebb's The Oedipus Tyrannus in Cambridge are of a great importance for the British theatre, because they make clear that Oedipus was only 27.
Hereafter any quotations are from this edition. (Jebb, 1952, pp. 99-113) . Some of the reasons why all these editors chose Jebb's rendering of Oedipus are explicitly stated in the introductions or prefaces to their anthologies. They thought that Jebb's text was "the.best available translation" (Jebb, 1938 , p. vii), providing the "essential correspondence to the Greek original considered as a whole." They also praised its "close fidelity [...] to the original in specific detail" (Jebb, 1938, p. vii) . The editors of these anthologies did what Brander Matthews had done before; they all changed the title from The Oedipus Tyrannus to Oedipus the King, omitted all the philological comments and retained Jebb's translation of Oedipus only. The main reason for these editorial changes seems to have been that these anthologies were aiming at a wider readership which, although it did not have any background in Greek Studies, was eager to learn more about Greek tragedy and Sophocles' Oedipus the King through a "faithful" translation. Therefore, we can claim that the use of Jebb's The Oedipus Tyrannus in World Drama anthologies can be one of the strongest advocates of the predominance of philological discourse, and also signifies how subtly and intrinsically this discourse has been interwoven in the perception and reception of Sophocles' Oedipus by the English-speaking world for almost a century.
About the banishment of
An additional function of this translation, which is the last mentioned, if not totally ignored, by classical studies but which is of great importance for translation studies, is that it has become the primary source for new versions of Oedipus the King for stage performance. Two examples of this intralingual intertextuality are W.B. Yeats's Sophocles' King Oedipus (1928) and Stephen Spender's King Oedipus (1985) . Although the whole question of intralingual intertextuality in these versions goes beyond this study, it is enough to say in the present context that textual evidence shows that both Yeats and Spender employed Jebb's translation as their primary source to make their versions. In these two cases of intertextuality, the importance and the impact of philology for and upon later English versions of Sophocle's Oedipus the King is more discernible than ever before. 29 it occupies a special position in the British TS because of its use in the Reinhardt production at Covent Garden on 15 January 1912. To understand the significance of this translation by Murray for Great Britain, we should consider the existence of two different but conflicting dynamics within the British TS at the turn of the century, namely, the emergence of the Greek theatre movement and the banishment of Oedipus the King from the British stage. On the one hand, the Greek theatre movement in England began in
29.
For more information about the other verse translations of Oedipus, see footnote 26 of this paper. 32 His 1912 London production was the most important production for the Greek theatre movement, and changed radically the relation between performers and spectators in Britain.
Reinhardt based his productions of Oedipus Rex on German theories of Greek theatre design which had been developed from two conflicting archaeological presuppositions. Had there been, as Vitruvius claimed, a large raised stage separating actors from chorus and spectators, or had there simply been a long step against the scene wall, with all performers using the orchestra space, distinguished only by costume and mask (Arnott, 1962 , pp. 3-4)? That archaeological controversy had affected changes in German theatre, and Richard Wagner was the first to apply these conflicting theories by having his theatre designed based on the architecture of the Greek theatre (Symons, 1968, pp. 283-321 Reinhardfs production of Oedipus Rex in London was highly influential or so controversial, depending on the critic's perspective, because it was the first time that the British theatre audience saw controversial archaelogical, philological and philosophical theories regarding Greek theatre and tragedy applied to specific productions. But in his staging of Oedipus Rex Reinhardt did something more: he altered the relation between performers and spectators in ways which were revolutionary for that time. production which, in theatrical terms, can only be described in the most positive terms, because it signifies an active participation of the translator in the process of staging his own translation. Second, the above-mentioned excerpt from Murray's letter to Harvey shows that the former believed and interpreted Oedipus the King as "less realistic, more symbolic." When contextualized, his letter susggests that Murray as a classical scholar, poet, translator and producer participated in the movement of the Non-Naturalist drama in England. His emphasis on the "remoteness from realism" in Oedipus can be understood as a revolt against the grain of the Naturalist theatre that was advocated by Ibsen and his followers in England. Finally, when Murray draws Harvey's attention to "the greatness of man | who] triumphs over all the sin and misery and suffering" and to "a man who [...] now stands above all common men" suggesting to him "to feel the man's greatness and the mystery of him," we can identify the radical shift of emphasis from the Aristotelian notions of plot (mythos) and action to the Nietzschean interpretation of myth (tnythos) and his concept of the overman (Übermensch) 3 * whose main proponent is Oedipus, the man who "stands above all common men."
To understand the strong parallelism between Murray's statements about the character of Oedipus and Nietzsche's overman, we should recall how Nietzsche perceives the overman. He envisions him as the human being (Mensch) who has organized the chaos of his passions, given style to his character and become creative. Aware of life's terrors, the overman affirms life without resentment. With only a few exceptions, 35 Nietzsche uses overman in singular and usually as a worldly antithesis to God. According to Nietzsche, man (Mensch) should not conceive
34.
In this article I follow Walter Kaufmann who uses overman for Übermensch instead of the term superman, coined by B. Shaw (Kaufmann, 1968 ; pp. 307-333).
35.
The only passage in which the notion of overman is used in plural is «Von den Dichten» (Nietzsche, 1955, pp. 382-385), which is by itself an ironic, self-critical passage.
perfection as given or a fact (gegeben) but as a task (aufgegeben) that few approach. 36 There is no meaning in life except that which man gives his life, and the aims of most men have no surpassing dignity. To raise oneself above the senseless flux, one must cease to be merely human, all-to-human (Menschliches, Allzumenschliches). One must be hard on oneself; one must become a creator instead of remaining a mere creature. 
36.
This approach is directly related to Nietzsche's notion of the will to power which was first conceived as the will to overcome oneself, then developed as the will to overcome one's neighbour and, finally, was fully exposed in his book 
Conclusion
The above discussion leads us to the conclusion that philosophical, political and philological discourses can indeed play a vital role not only in the making of translations, imitations, reinterpretations and theatrical performances of a "canonical" tragedy like Sophocles' Oedipus the King but also in the reception of this tragedy by various target systems at particular times. Nevertheless, the historical inquiry of this article points to the fact that the influence of these discourses upon French and British translations, versions and performances of Oedipus the King can vary and result in different perception and reception of this play by these TSs. It seems that, whereas French playwrights, creative writers, translators and performers were always ready to experiment with and, eventually, re-interpret the Oedipus character and myth, the British were always more conservative with their own choices and preferred to follow the story-line of Sophocles' Oedipus. influence of philology brought Oedipus the King more in the centre than in the periphery of its market, and made this tragedy be considered as one of the most important classical tragedies to be read, taught and performed.
This striking difference in perception and reception of
Finally, this study shows that the impact of the discourses of philosophy, politics and philology upon the reception of a Greek tragedy like Oedipus the King by the French and British TSs during particular periods can be a gold-field for transaltion, theatre and comparative studies, a field whose only a very small part has been explored in this essay.
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